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l» tht Hvut vf Rtpftnimlxvn, Jmu 25, 1846.
On the tariff (juration.

Tba bill reported by the chairman of the Committatof Way* and Mean*, providing for a redno [
uon of dune* on foreign imports from their presentiair* to the revenue atandard, being under |

consideration ui the Committee pf the Whole,
Mr HUBARD, of Virginia, eddreeeed the CotnIruiUr* aa folio**: 0

I Mr. t uaiaaau: I nae, bci*6y to aUl* my rcaaona ''

I for supporting the bill under consideration, ai d to j4
'' ebow ibat iteonuina murh to eommaad it to the "

favorable eonaidaraunn of the country. It greatly c

,tdueu mating high dutiea. It ohc.'iitut the iptn I''
jtr, as well a* the (Maiataa principle of imposing 0

Ju'tica. The former la clearly intenilrd to auatain a

til* yre/re#irr fealuree of the bill of 1642. and ha* the *

direct alfrct of nterraaiag Uu rata of protection aa the n

article on which the duty la laid become* cheeper; ^

aa. for inetanca, a specific duty .of fl 116 per 1«U °

pound* up >n rolled bar iron, waa the laat Kara year "

equal to an ad valorem duty of 76 per cent. Rolled *

bar iron waa than trained at the cuetom-houae at '*

,| 65 per 100 [round*. .Nor it la clear that when *

rolled iron/attain pi lee, the apeciftc duty of f I 26 cl

|i*r 100 pound* will iuertatt the rate of ad valorem h

duty: thua giving the nmnufaotnrrr btgktr protection, "

rmolly in proportion as irvrn /att* in price. The ei

cfret uf this mcriaa* of duty aa iron baeornes cheaper, ''
I* move effectually to exclude the importation of it, I l>

(hut prevenUug the government from deriving any
reasonable amount of revenua from that source. But
in doing that, you also curtail the commerce of the
country, thereby doing great injury to other great J
inletests. The minimum principle M if anything more
obnoxious than live specific, beeauae it aocompliahaa 1'*
morv injualtce under Ic -^Utiv# fiction* end erhifrary

valuation*. Aa, for instance, the preeent law I .
declares that "manufarlurea of cottoe, not dyed, n,

colored, printed, or stained, and not eiceeding in th

value twenty cent* per equare yard, ahnll be valued m

it twenty cents per square yard, and pay a -'uty £
of 3d per centum ad valorem. Now, under this in

IrgislaUve device, plain whita cotton, coating at*

cant* [>er yard, is to be valued at your custom- "

house* aa though, in fact, it coat twenty cents; nnd «|
they are to exact a duty of 90 per cent, ad va- w

lor*m, »ol upon the rial coal or six centa the yard,
hut th* fictitious price of 90 centa the yard. By {J*
thia minimum ayatem of taxing cheap white cot- r
tone, you in fact tax thoae coating only aix centa <>'

the yard when imported, the enormnua July of aix "

centa the yard. By a apectea of hocua pocua le- ))t
gialauon, you deceive plain people into the belief »

that you only levy a duty by the bill of 1842 on *>

ckttp white cotton gooda of 90 per cent, ad valorem;
< yet, in fact, should gooda of thia deaertption be p<

imported, they would have to pay 100 per cent, hi
duty. But thia minimum principle ie a rneana of m

imposing a much higher duty on the cotton coating bi
only mx centa the yard, than on that description T
coating 18 and 20 centa the yard; tiecauae the- la
more nearly the price of the imported cotton good* n<

approaches the minimum price fixed by law, which m

in thia inatance la 20 centa the yard, ao much mnri ui

nearly ia it an ad valorem tax. If it ia expedient to
to impose an ad valorem duty on white cotton pi
gooda coating 20 centa the yard, why ia it net 8

equally fair and juel to impoee an nd valorem duty th
on white cotton gooda coating only aix ernta ihe ol
yard? Nay, air, juetice and hnnaety in the latter in
caae iraperioualy demand it; becauae the coarse cheap cr

foodi usually purchased by the poorer classes should, gi1 ' where anv difference ie made, be more lightly taxed m

than the/bur and more cosily article bought by the til
more wealthy. The word minimum ie of Latin origin, in
and means the least or smallest quantity; while tn
maximum means the greatest or largest quantity m
With this plain and obvious distinction between the gi
meaning of the two words, yet the former ia ae- tn
cried and used in the bill of 1842, to designate a th
price which in fact is a maximum, when we take lo
into consideration the average value of white cotton pi
goods usually consumed in the country. There ia ai
no good reason for using either of these arbitrary oi

terms, aa they only tend to render fhe law more I b
difficult of comprehension tb the great mass of the I tl
people. For llie first time in the history of our lie
federal legislation, we now propose to introduce en- fc
tirely in a tariff lull the ad valorem ayatem of taxa- c
tion. Thia of itself ia a powerful argument in fa- ta
vor of the bib now under conaideration. ei

After yeara of angry discutsion, and varied mu- w
tatinna of parlies, ihe democracy have at last ao far bi
ucceeded in vindicating their principles before the ol

country, as not only to nave elected a President fa- ta
vorable to a revenue tariff, but, aa we believe, a ma- ir
jority in both houses of Congress. The duty now ai

devolves upon the democratic members of Con- w

401 cress of givir.g their principles the sanction aflegis n

lo readjust the to riff, and make it strictly a revenue n
measure. In doing t^is, he democracy need take ni

shelter behind no complex devices in imposing du- c<

ties, but making justice and fairnraa our guide, we ci
desire not to mysnly our acts, but intend to place w

before the jieople a tax bill they can all comprehend b
and appreciate, from its simplicity and the intrinsic 01

correctness of the principles upon which i' is bar ed, hi
The ad ralorem rate ofimposing duties is intelligible, ft
and the rtvenut principle is just; so, therefore, we th
boldly place our measures on the democratic doc- It
trine of extending even-handed justice to all. We w

say to the importing meichant, we will impose a al
dutyon your goods according to their value; thus o!

leaving the wealthy, who consume the costly articles, vi
to pay most of ilia tax, while the poorer classes, ol

usually consuming the cheapest, will contribute less c
towards defraying the expenses of the federal gov- w

ernment. ol
The extensive importation of cheap foreign goods si

was the plea assigned by the advocates of the tariff ei
art |iassed in 1842, for demanding high duties to tr

protect American manufactures against what they p
characterized as ihe productions of the ''pauper la- ir
borof Europe." The ceil complained of, then, by et
the manufacturers, waa cheap foreign goods coming n
into successful competition with our American tu
nmnufactures. This they represented as a most Is
grievous evil. It was urged that our well-fed, free ti<
American labor could not compete in open markets w

with what they stigmatized as the "pauper labor of n

Europe." This alarming calamity of chrap goods U
was greatly deprecated by our manufacturers, and w
for the moat obvious of all reasons: it curtailed m
their profits; but it enriched labor and ndminis ered gi
to the comfort of the needy consumer. I never ir
heard of the people raising n clamor because goods ri

vert cheap. The purchaser naturally desires to f
.. buy on the best terms; so, therefore, the less money ir

the people have to pay for their merchandise, the h
better for their interest. But if the same cause a

which enables them to buy on the best terms slso w

enables them to dispose of their pn duclions at the a

highest rates, why certainly they are doubly benefit- a

ed. Then no rntmnul people will complain of betng tl
enabled (o sell and buy on the moat advantageous o

term*. The people.the greet ran** of the constitu- «

ent body.did not n*k Congress, in 1842, to inter- w

pone obstacle* in the path of commerce, no as to impedeit* career,and thus, by diminishing competition o

from abroad, enable our manufacturer* at home it
greatly to elerate the price of their goods. But the it
manufacturing classes, and those immediately in ti
their influence, implored Congre** to grant them tl
protection ngainat the million* of cheap foreign goods h

t daily thrown into the Amartean market*, heennse it
ht romprtilion fcMenrd Ihrir profit Their uttj**t d
and »eln»h request was granted. The experiment n
hn» era fairly tried. The tariff law of 1842 did e

enhance the price of good*. Not only did it do that, n

hut accomplished it by diminishing our commerce, r

ml greatly impairing the value of our agricultural f
taples. This fall in our leading agricultural staples 4
h«* had a blighting effect upon the mechanic*, trades-
"ten, professional men, and *11 other* employed in It
'he agricultural district*. This whig remedy of ex- e

Wading thrnp foreign good* from a fair competition a

w,th our manufactures, has effected another moat c

extraordinary result. They now, when their bo*»t- p
d remedy ha* been repudiated by the people, grave- u

ly set to work to prove that, Itnec the paeenge of the e

M protective Uriff, ibey ran manufacture good* « S
'heap m ikit country a* they can be made anywhere I
.thus proving that their remedy to Hefend them- f

®
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- '«!»* agmiml low pricea baa actually, according lo
heir asaertiuue now, dotiaird (heir juet expecta
ion*, by enabling (ham lo manufacture and acll
luur gooda oj cheap aa they do akroad. Well, we

iropoae now lo relieve them from (hit dilemma
r'or chaofi gooda mual reault in low wagea. Thua
hey have, according 10 their uonfeaeione, forced
ipon Ihe country a policy that baa dagredtd our la>orby deecroying lie reward.
The coal ol labor and the interval on capital conitituie(wo of the leading elemente entering into the

>noe of menufacluree. Then, if the low rate of tnerestin Europe, eombined with low wagre of lalor,enabled foreignere to manufacture gooda and
ell them for low prieee, certainly, if tea, in Khia ceu.iry,(whare the rate of inlereat and wagea of labor
ire both higher,) manufacture nmtiar goods et the
uttu priest, either our eapttelista who own (he inaiiil'hctuinig establish roriiia are greatly injured, if not
utued, or our free American laber must be degraded
jnl placed on a level with the "pauper labor of
Europe." If the first alternative is true, the prorelivepolicy has been suicidal aid unprofitable to
he capitalist. But if the second alternative is the
orreel one, than, so far fiout protecting *feutsf low
rages, it baa koUnod their advent and doomed the
perstivse to great suffering. Should the first eoningeacybe true, it is folly for the lords of the
10111 to adhere to so ruinous s policy; but if the
liar is correct, then it is an imposition upon the
redulous to call that policy protective, which preciosityreduces the wsgrs of lbs msnufactnring
persuves. But, notwithstanding the sophism*
nd subterfuges gentlemen resort tp in order to
uatain their policy of high protective duties,
othuif can be mure certain than that the object and
esign of high dutiit is to lusatn or rnhsnct the price
f the protec ed article. In either event, the conumershave to |iay more than they otherwise
rould. Bui having, on a former occasion, chaiingsdgentleman to refute the able and conclusive
rgumeut of lha honorable member from Maaaahuaclts,I Mr. Autiss,) which deinonslratea that
igh duties snhsnce the value ofghe goods on which
ley are mipoaed, and finding no ooe heretofore
ither able ur willing on that side of the House to
an usue wi<h him on that point, I will conclude
ua branch of the aubject by citing again one or
vo extracts from his report, No. 481, let session
f the iWd Congress:
"Ths dsetrUM that Unties of ropest '*#ap.n Ik* price tj
m orlicUo upon which they sis let ted term* ta ctmfiin
ith the firtt dielot*I of tommoo weir *

"It ti 'ttreslf contrary to tb« natural course of thing*
ot on eddfiien io the root fSeetW U o rrUwttn oj Ik* prie*
su uncle
but the duty spoil Iks article* Importsd from abroad

isSleU lbs domestic producer le enter Into competition with
is importer abroad. So Ion* a* this competition continue*,
ir duly operates se a louslp or premium to Ihe demer'ir
enufarturar. But by whom I* it poiiir Certainly by the
uvAaser of the article, whether of foreign or ol tomtoiir
snufartaro. The defy constitute* s port si th* price of
e wholo moot of the srttalo is Ihe market li ia SufieiSm
ftp pelJ upon the article ol dtmeiltc manufacture, a* wall
upon ihat ol fornign prodnrtlan. Cpon one it it aiewiry.

[Mil lha other a Is dew; and tha repeal of tha taa stuat op
ate aa an afttfesJest reduction of the pric* of lha artlcla,
he hi-r foreign or dooiotUe * .

"The general and permomroJ atert must he lo inerroie Ihe
-tc* of the article to the rtliiu of the ailditional duty, and
ia then Mid by the reittoner If it were not so; if the
-natal elicit of edU/nr to a duty warn to aati the prist ot
|« articles upon which it la levied ! *. the runverse ol the
-opotition would alao bo true, and the operation for ineasingtha prleo of the domestic article would be to reefIhe duty upon tho tame artlcla Imported.an iXpert

»*Iwhich tho fnrtHl of our Internal Indsatry wilt no/ he

If the bill now before ui ia not in all respects
erfect, yet it proposes greatly to reduce the existing
gk duties, and therefore, pre tonio, ahould be aupBrtedby erery democrat. The paaaitge of ihi*
ill will be a great movement in behalf of free trade
'he whiga had two object* in view in pasting the
riff law of 1843. They were for a protective and
»t aimply a revenue tariff. If they were for revejeatout, they ahould vote for the bill now before
i. So for aa I have heard, no one haa attempted
prove, by fact or argument, that the bill now

ropoeed would not raiae an adequate revenue,
me flimsy declamation, savoring more of dread leat

ley may Ion protection than any juat apprehenaion
r tot raising sufficient revenue, haa been indulged
i; but we can prove that heretofore, on aeveral oclaiona,when the dutiea were modi rate, import*
i-aily inereaaed. From theee facta we are waripledin assuming that a reduction of existing datawill alao be fallowed by a great incre.iac in our

it|inrta From the data we have, wc think it fmr
assume that the import* will lie inereaaed by rroingthese extravagant duties of 1843 in a va»lly

reater ratio than we shall lower the duties, great as

lal reduction ia proposed by this bill to be. For
leae reasons, we think a reduction of duties, foliwedby a greatly inereaaed import trade, (aa the
sat history of the country proves to hnve been the
netidant of a leduclinn of duties,) will result not

nly in augmenting the prosperity of the country,
ut al o be the menna of placing ample revenue in
te treasury. But while we entertain these opin>ns,we do not intend to urge that ourxyatem will
irthwith, even if put into successful operation, acimplishall these vast results with unerring cerlintyin a few months; yet we feel confident of its

xerting ultimately all the snlutary influences which
e anticipate, and that a full and fair trial of it will
r aigna'ized by far greater prosperity in all parts
r the country than resulted from the passage of the
riff of 1843. Besides, in financial matters, affectigthe great vital interests of the country, scarcely
lvthinv is of more importance than liability; and
e hope now to adjust the tariff on no jun and wine

'

basis «k to instile that desideratum. |
We propone by passing this bill, to remove ma- «

y of ihc liarriert that now impede our commerce, j
id thereby greatly add to the pr 'sperity of the
uintry. A flourishing commerce, like the healthy
rculation of the blood, is equally conducive to, aa

ell aa demonstrative of, the thrifty condition of the
ndy politic. Invariably aa commerce ia enlarged
r diminished, do we find our agricultural products
sing or falling in value. This I shall establish
illy in the subsequent part of iny remarks. So,
lerefore, we have ample reasons in passing this bill
> anticipate a greatly increased commerce, and that
e. are sure will impart a greatly increased value to

I of our agricultural productions. This opening
f the springs of commerce will, we are confident, reivifymnnv interests now suffering from ihe want

fgood and steady markets. In facilitating an exhangeofcommodities, we expect to increase the
'ages of labor, the profits of commerce, the value
f our staple productions; and in lining this, we arc

ire means will be created sufficient to warrant the
iterprising in employing the industry of the ronny,fully and profitably. These mighty results we
rnpnae to attain by doing justice to all, and impnaigburdens on no one. We are for reducing the

lnrmously high duties imposed by the bill of 1842,
ot only because they ate oppressive to agriculire,commerce, and the ronsumeri generally, but
tcause the manufacturers do not need more proteconthan a bill framed solely with a view to revenur

ould afford tlu-m. This is no assertion made at

nudum. The history of several States of this
nion abounds in facts illustrative of its truth. I
ill not trespass further on the attention of the oomlittrethan to cite two examples: the culture of su>rin Louisiana, and the amount of manufactures
Massachusetts. The other day I listened to ihe
murks made by the memlrer from Louisiana, [Mr.
IssMAunow,] with pleasure snil admiration, grow
ig out of the fact, that he had both the head and
earl, though himself engaged in planting, and eitui»ilm ih« i.i,,lji itu, a,iipnr nlnniers.a larrre and
realthy class in his Stale, and constituting the only
grirultural interest in the South which derives any
uhstaniial benefit front protection at the hand* of
tie government,.yet that, under aur.h circumstance.he ahould manfully advocate the revenue tariff,
a propoeed by the democracy, na the only fair and
tine policy for ilua government to pureue.

It ia universally admitted that the sugar planters
f Louisiana are, and have been, under the fostsrtgrare of government, realizing vastly larger profathan any uihtr class nf agriculturists in thiscotin'y.That the high rale of protection extended to
in sugar planter! by imposing an extravagantly
igh duty on imported sugar, is a landing element
v their great profits, no candid or sensible man can

oubt. And since tha argument of one of her
lembern on this floor, no one can doubt that those
ngaged in that buninesa will derive ample and rsnineratingprices for their sugar after the duty is
edited down to tha point indicated ia the bill henreus. Rut the able member from Boaton [Mr.
ViNTiiaor) purauad a different course of argument.
I'be prosperous condition of his Stale, and particotrlvof her manufactures compared with the genrallydepressed condition of tha agricultural States,
eemed not to suggest in him the cauaea which aenmplishedthis disparity, and, if persis'ad in, will
lerpetuate it. He rather seemed possessed of tha
ilea, that whatever policy aui ed his State would
xart equally aa salutary an inffitence upon the other
Itates, and that it was the neglect of their citizens if
hey did not avail themselves of '.he benefit* of the
ml icy. In this he evidently overlooked disaimilari-
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ty of circumstances, of pursuits, and of (f >m. As
Ins huiioruWe member just alluded to did **11 furnish
the eomiuittap, *0 far us I heard hie remarks, with
any footaiekieidriiing the enormous value of the
iiiaiiulaeiiiVid.|u^4uctions of hie Stale, I will revert
to a few taken Irons a report of the statistics of the
United Stales, of Mfcrvh 1840, and printed by
order of this HouadS
HxtracU from Uu MmlUhct ofManacKnotUt for Iks yearpreceding Ayr1/ 1, IH45, und collected under Ou aw

tkorily of an act of Ike Ufitlalwo t

Capital la- |Hands cm
Value. rested ployed

Mauulai'tures tiT7.W4.IMtl t4S.101.*i7 lie Oil
Visheries 11.MM.S04 13.044,a.) 10,344
Mines and forests 3 1WI.4SI no return A.oOtl
Agriculture lt.ee7.(Uol no return no return

Useud total . U4.47S.441 'ta.14S.7r 143,740

liera we hare il etated that in the 'year preceding
let April, 1845, 138,013 handa employed in manufacturing,with a capital inrested of |46.101.317,
made the enormous aggregate ralue of $87,034,083
of manufactured good*. I hold this authentic table
up for the examination of member* and the inspeclionof the people. It ia worthy of etady and maturereflection. But what process haa thia mighty
result been accomplished? Who nurtured, who
now sustain* this manufacturing mammoth? By
what means, either direct or indt ect, were they ensbled,with eo few hands, to make such a vast
urn as |87,934,083 of manufactures in ons year?
Then look at the great profit made by thoae engaged
in the fisheries Here we find 19,344 hands employed,with a capital invested of f 13,044,550, and
making in value $11,855,001. This, too, ia a

protected interest Let the agriculturists study these
facts, and they must come to the conclusion that
Mime powerful agent was brought to bear toawell
the value of the productions of Massachusetts,
L-eeiiies her own labor, machinery, and capital. It
s immaterial what way you ratinute the cost of the
raw materials used in manufacturing, the interest
upon the cepital invested, and the wages of labor;
upon any just and fair mode of computing them, the
irofiia will be astounding. As compared with the
merest thst the great mass of the agriculturists
vow receive on their capital and labor, the manufacturersmust, as malters now aland in Massachusetts,
triple or quadruple them. They may institute the
'ompariaon between any of tha great manufacturing
ind planting, or farming Stales, and it will !>e
ihown that the States of Massachusetts, New York,
ir Pennsylvania, not only get all the benefit to
je derived by having their manufactures yrouehd,
nit also about nearly all the advantage of the boastidhowu market, which they urge the encouregemenl
>f manufactures affords to the fsrmere.
As for the few hundred hales of cotton taken

'rom the South, that is no favor; for if you will only
iberate commerce from Us undue restrictions,
he risa in their cotton would return them double the
urofit.
We are opposed to tha tariff act of 1843 because

Congress can grant no protection to manufactures,
txcept by the exercise of the taxing power. No
ine, it is deemed, would have the hardihood to adrocatea system of d&tct taxation with a view to
-aiee money to prolrct the manufacturers, by grantngthem bounties; nor, should such a law ever be
proposed and passed, would any one say that the
nanufacturere should be solely and privately inruetedwith the collection and disbursement of the
iirect tax thus imposed by Congress for thtir beneit;that these recipients of public bounty ahould
tolled the direct tax and divide it amongst themwives,and the government neither know the
imniint nor Innk In fh« (Iiihur3fni»nl All ivnniil
condemn »uch a system. Yet virtually, that la the
effect of the existing law, with the single exception
hat the tax ia impoaeil indirectly, and saves the
nanufactarera the great odium as well aa trouble
vhich the direct ayatem of taxation and bountiea
uat indicated would require of having maoufacurera'tax-gatherera haraaaing the country to
ollecl the money oat ot which they were to pay
hemaelvea the bountiea. The ayatem of affording
ndirrei bountiea by Congreaa ia not only more
onvenienl of collection, but ia more difficult to
imif aa to extent, and far leas odioua only becauae
nsa intelligible. For exactly aa the value of Amercanmanufacture more nearly approximate to furnxhingthe home conauniption, ao much the greater
a the aggregate indirect tax in the shape of er>mneedprice, which the consumer* have to pay;
old for the same reason, as our home manufactures
ncreaae and supply the home market, a protective
luty upon imports puis into the treasury less and
ess revenue, while the manufacturers get a larger
ind larger bounty; becauae, a* you increase the
pmntity and value of their goods, you extend the
>ase upon which protective duliea operate to entuncethese profits, and aa you diminiah by thiu
irocess the importations, you cut down the source
>f revenue. But I wish to know what right hus
his government to lay taxes avowedly to foster
ttaniifacturea, without seeing to the collecting and
lisbursing of them? Ia not the power of taxation
he most powerful trust conferred upon governnent?Is not th* government responsible for its
sxercise of the taxing power? And will nny one

lay we have the right to delegate to others the
lower of collecting and appropriating to their own

ue the public revenue without accounting for it?
rite protection given by the bill of 184*2 to manu
acturera affords them bountiea aa clearly in the
ihape of enhanced prices, as if Congress had imtoaeda direct tax upon the people, collected and
liaiributed it out amongst them To deny thia, ia
o affirm that the protective tariff does not confer any
icnefit. But if it a confers benefii, it ia only by
ixcluding from our markets the foreign cheap
foods, >or else by sustaining the price of American
foods. So, therefore, whatever benefit it confers,
omes through the agency of Covgresi in exerciiing
he taxing power, and their being the recipients of
he bounty, or else no benefit whatever is conferred;
ind if so, a protective tariff is of no advantage to
he manufacturers. That the latter supposition
ind conclusion ia erroneous, the vehement and elo|uentappeals made by members on this floor deuri.ngthe ruinous consequence* that would result
o them by passing the lull now tinder considers
ion, as a substitute for the act of 1842, and implo-ingus in the most persuasive manner, and exhibtingthe gre t lose they would sustain by the fall
n the price of their manufactures.all go to prove,
n the moat irrefragable manner, that they do derive
nuch greater profits ttoio, than they would without
irotection. In contending for protection, the mnnifdcturerswill not stultify themselves by denying
hat it does augment their profile. For if it confers
in advantage on them, and we clearly prove that it
impoverishes all other parts of the country, it is
nore than folly, nay, sir, it is criminal, to persist in
inch a nolicv. Bat the struggles of tho manufac-
uring intcresta on (his floor.the eonilnion of
hese districls as compared with (he agricultural.
trove conclusively (hat (hey gain greatly, while
he balance of the community lose equally ns much
ind perhaps much more. But as it was not my
mention to expand my views upon this branch of
he subject, I will, for the sake of illustrating my
toaition, enumerate a few of the protected articles;,
noting the value of those we manufacture, aa well
is of those we import; and show to what extent
he community is taxed for the benefit of the manifneiurers.
The aggregate value of only four leading articles,

unbracing woollena, cottons, iron, and tnanufacurcaof iron, shoes, boots, and other manufactures
>f leather, made in the United States, as estimate
n the census of 1810, is $167 868,350 These
iome articles are doubtless of much greater value
low. The fuels stated will justify us in estimating
he value, at present, of nil the articles protected
ay the act of 1842, at fully $250,000,000. From an

atimnte made from Doc. No. 210, 2d session of ihe
17th Congress, the a:gregatc eveiage annual value
if the manufactures of wool, cotton, iron, and manufacturesof iron, and shoes, boots, and oilier manufaeturesof leather, imported, from 1837 to 1840,
was onlyjpl.207,198. But since the passage of the

inr.it* nf Iflll there has tieen a falling off in the
importation of theae four article*. It will be a liberalratimale, from thie data, to auppoae thai, out of
stir present importation*, only about $90,000,000
in amount came in competition with our American
manufacture*. A* upon nearly all the protected
articles the duty ia very high, I will pi ice the duty
on them at forty per cent. Congress, then, by the
let of I0H, imposes a protective duty of forty per
cent, on the $50,000,000 of imports coming in competitionwith our manufacture*. As the duty increasesthe price of the imported article in the Americanmarket greatly above what it anil* for in the
foreign, w# contend that this protective duty of 40
per rent, equally rlevatee the price of ths Americsn
article of similar description, which the high duties
were deaismed to prelect. Hm we will suppose the
1250,000,000 of American manufacture* are only
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I elevated in price by this 40 per cent, duty un the
foreign futirir 35 |ier cent. 'I"his, we think, if anything, is below what the facie will warrant Then
an addition of *45 per cent, to (he #350,000,000 of
American manufacture would awell their value to
the coneumera up to the enormoua eum of #313,500,000.Therefore, we loaiat Out a protective dutyof 40 per cent, upon the #50,000,000 of importswhich compete with our manufactures, will putabout f30,000,000 into the federal treasury, and fully#63,500,000 into the pockets of the manufacturers,
in the shape of greatly increased prices. Tins is
the true reason, in my opinion, why the manufacturersare so enthusiastic in behalf of protection. But
the community pays this enormous tax, and the
manufacturers receive it. Upon no other rational
ground can they contend that a reduction of the tariff
of 1843 will arrmusly injure their proflls. But whyshould not the prue of manufactures be regulated by
the laws of Iratit, like the prices of all sIktr cummodules?Why should the fates of Cengrrii be invokedto give ihem high prices, when the faiei of
cunimtrci fml to do it? We propose to revoke this
legislative franchise which they have been allowed
to enjoy very unjustly.that is, the privilege under
theee protective duties ef reaping legislative prices
In addition to what the fair laws of commerce would
gram them; because laws should not be c^d>sd for to
incrcum price* above whal (he law* of trade afford,
for thai can only Ire done by forcing the people to
pay mors for what they purchaae.
Dut if it could be demonstrated that protective dutiesimposod no tax on the consumer* for the benefit

of those engaged in manufactures, yet there are, besidesthis, conclusive reason* against the system,
amply sufficient to condemn it in the estimation of
all just and unprtjudieed persons. Congress select-
ed the system of impost taxation to raise revenue to
defray the expenses of this government, and with a
further view of rtgulaling commerce. But no one
will contend that to regulate means to ere Ue the articlesof trade, snd still less to place insuperable ketrrimacross the channel* of commercs. Yet s protectivetariff bill virtually accomplish** both. In order
to show its extravagant character, I invite the alien-
tion of (he committee to the following statement
made out at the Treasury Detriment from a tress-
ury report recently printed by order of Congress:
J list all articles paying defy Ike fast fiscal yfsr ;

also, Iks number 0/ Ikaae paying duties over 35 per
cent.

No
Articles at 35 and under 50 percent. 61

" 50 " 76 " 58
« 75 " 100 " 21

100 " 125 " 4
u 13i 11 150 .. 3
" 150 and over 5

Articles paying duty at and abova 35 per cant., 152
" under 35 " 155

Whole number paying duty 307

This list of the articles paving duty from the 1st
of July, 1844, to the 1st or /uly, 1845, making one
entire fiscal year, presents many striking facts. There
ere sixty-one articles paying a duty 0135 and under
50 per cent. There are ftfly-eight articles paying a

duty of SO and under 75 per cent. There are twenty-onearticles paying a duty of 75 and under 100
percent. There are four articles paying a duly of
100 and under 125 per cent. There are three artilespaying a duly of 125 and under 150 per cent
There are Ave articles paying a duty of 150 per
cent., and over that rale; making in all an aggregatenumber paying duty over 35 per cent, or one
hundred and fifty-two articles, which lacks one and
a fraction of being ono-katf of the whole number of
a 'titles paying duties during that fiscal year. It
will be seen, also, that there are nttufy-oiie articles,
(that is, nearly one third af ths articles paying duty,)actually paying s duty over 50 per cent. Most
of these extraordinarily high duties are not only
protective, but to s great extent prohibitory. That
a reduction of these excessive auliea to * revenue

standard.say to a maximum of 30 per cent.would
greatly increase the importations, cannot bs doubted, i
even by the most bigoted advocate of pi section In- f
deed the extravagantly high rate of dal* imposed bv 1
ihe law of 1849, proves how very strong the lenden- e

cy wax to import these articles thus so high y tax- r

ed. Perhaps a fair and safe measure to calculate i

what will he the increase of importations by teduc- ci

ing the tariff, is to examine and ascertain kmc high e

they had to elevate the duties in order to tesist the I
heavy tide of importations setting in towards this «

crtunlry; for either the tariff party were for protect- r

ins their interests against well-founded and really t

heavy importations in requiring these high duties r

to tie im|M>sed, or else they were Inboring under r ii
delusion based upon inaccurate data, and therefore d
were defending themselves from imaginary and not c
real dangers, so far as they dreaded free and full 6
foreign" competition. If the first position is cor- s

rect, my plan of measuring the probable increase I
in commerce by lowering the duties down to the f
simple revenue point, by looking to the rate per a

cent. of»duty the tarifTmen deemed it proper to im- t

pose in order to secure protection, will be fully sus- d
tained. But if they were mistaken in estimating t
what considerable portion of commerce coming into a

the country would be restricted by the prohibitory a

measures they passed, then the protection sought e

was nugatory, and the commerce of the country [
would be but slightly increased by lowering the ex-

isting duty. I amsgine, however, they were not I
so devoid of their usual keenness in finding out g
fully ami accurately whatever would promote (heir u

interest, as to have been guilty of the folly of pass- a

ing high restrictive laws to protect themselves t

against nothing. So, therefore, I take it, a protec- f
live tarifT is designed not only to enhance prices, d
butyir.it to diminish imports. Upon no other prin- [
ciple can I account for their anxiety to admit dye c

stuffs, which they cannot produce, and therefore t
which to purchase on the best terms, duly free, and t
their eagerness to prohibit those foreign articles b
coming in competition with those they manufac- b
ture, than that they get the first in greater quanti- t

ties, and much cheaper, when they come in duty d
free; and the exclusion of foreign competition in the
second instance gives them the monopoly of the ,
home mniket, and therefore lietter prices. In both
instances they arc Iwnefited: by purchasing the free
a. tide on the beat terms,"' in one case, and by sellingtheir goods, in the other, for the highest price.
These considerations saiisfy me that we may safely
reduce the duties, and greatly increase the commerce
of the country, snd with that the general welfare of i
the tlnion. In support of this position, I again
have recourse to facts.

In arguing financial questions, it is unsafe to rely Y

upon isolated facts or detached statements; for that
reason 1 have selected periods extending through
several years, and embracing in each period the sev- i
eral rrinierinl changes in our financial policy.
The following tables C, D, E, F, were carefully

prepared at the Treasury Department, from public t
documents:

Attract annual import and exports from 1825 to 1833,
from 1834 to 184'i, and from 1844 to 1845; toilh increaseof itr.ond period over the first, ami the decrease
ofthe third as compared with the second.

Tabi.f. C.

First period. Second period lncrtn»t of secIAverage from Average from ond period orer

l!rt<\tolM3 1834 to 1844 the Artt
under high under reduced',
duties. duties.

Imports **9.008.610 $4A,714.M $136,.18?,819
Kxports 8I.83P..W5 36,966,706! 117,808,389

Table D.

S'rtmd prrinit Third prriod. rVrr-a*. of third
tvi-ragc fforn Avenge from; period from the
1431 to 1944. 1844 to I94A,| aeeond.
ii nder rtdiirrd iinderinrr.ev-l
duties rd duties.

Import. $133,394,940 #114,944 7Wj $44,319,030
Exports 117,900.304 114,443.340 4.993,039

It will ho found, by an examination ofthia table,
that (luring the second period, under the auspice* of
the compromise bill, from 18.14 to 1843, there wa*

an inereaee in the annual average of our import*
over the preceding period of high dutiea, from 1835
to 1833, of 115,714,339; and that our exporta during
the aame period kept pace with our importa in the

regular annual average increaee, and they too, increasedtinder the compromise bill over the foregoingperiod of high duties, from 1835 to 1833, to

J35,996,709 These are striking (Vcta, and conclusivelyshow how wonderfully our commerce ia augmenteda* you diminialt the rate of duty. Out a

little further examination will yet more fully eatablivhthia point. .By cxatingthe eye over table O, it
wfll be seen that a comparison ia instituted hetwean
tha tecend periad, during tha operation of the com-

UIu (i
now."

JULY IS, 1846.

promise bill, and the third period, embracing the
u|>eration of the bill |iaaaed jii 1848.
The year 1843 was omitted, because of the changemade by Congress in the fiscal year at that ume,

which slightly strengthened the case against the
prenent law. It is perceived, that during the third
period, under the operation of this oppressive tariff
of 1843, our imports have greatly Jbfftn off, as comparedwith their condition In the second period, during(he continuance of the compromise bill. The
dtcrtutt in our annual average importations in the
third period, from what they were during the secondpenod, it |33,338,050. Can any impartial
man look at the increase in our imports and export*a* suited in table C. and compare them with
tile great decline exhibited in table D, and not admitthe blighting effect the high tariff of 1843 has
exercised upon our commerce? Here are official
facta, contrasting in the strongest manner the in-
jurlou* tendency anu effect or the nitricHn [tolicy
upon our import* and export* -eho wing moat tat
iiiaclm-fty, that a* you increase the duties you tiunm
ui our commerce The* table* clpaily itithcate the
vdiratioiia of commerce, a* (he eduii(fy hat alter
nated between the two contending ayaletna of highand low dutiea, and they damonatiata that under
the lattar it ia invariably greatly augmented, and
are know thia increase to be ae toavtiably the prrcureoras well aa the teat of the prosperous o.ndtueoof the country. But 1 propoee to emit the attentionof the committee to another1 comparative
atateraent equally inatruduvw beenusO'it exhibit* the
relative population at stated pertoda, with tha'eoh
responding relative exports from the United State*;
thua presenting in a different tepecl, and in the moat
inking manner, the depreeelnf and "elevating effect
of high and low dutiea upon our exporte, aa comparedwith the population of the country.

tsblb £.
Table <tf axroari/jr several yeanfrom 1791 "to 1(146;

alto, of the roroLaTioe at each period.*
Yeert.. Kxport* Population.

17*1.... *19.017041 4.000.000
M| I 70,971,790 ft,*00.000

1007 . 100,341,100 7 000,009

Period during the embargo and war omitted.
Table P.

Year* : Eaporta. Population.

1970-. *00 «9I OOO 9 *38.000
lam 73.O40 ,.IOO H.tNM.OOO
1*2I33.0HA.940 17.009 4*3
104*114,040** 19,600.000

During the period embraced in table E, that ia,
Yom 1791 to 1807, the dutiea did not average 15
jer cent. So that waa eminently a time of free
rade; and during that period we perceive that in
1711, with a population of 4,000,000 our export*
were only $19,013,041. In 1000, with a population
>f 5,900,000, our export* had gone up to $70,971,18®.And in 1007, with a population of 7,000,000,
>ur exports had risen to the enormoui amount of
|l$0,343,150. Here we find a rapid progressive tnrtsaein the velue of our exporu, compared with
>ur increaae in population. The country then fell
ind manifeated the grealcal poaatble improvenmt;nor were our manu/arfurri insignificant then
>r unthrifty For Mr. Gallatin, aa Secretary of the
rreasury in 1810; in hii celebrated report to Cochinupon manufactures, observes that many leadngbranches then might be deemed aa permanently
stabliahed; and that their groaa product at that
arly day waa $190,000,000, or, in other word*, that
ve made one haff of our aupplte* at home, for Our <

mportaUuna about kept pace with our exporu. S
io one then advocated in Congress the propriety i

if taxing one hundred aad fifty-two of the import- i
d arucisa, at rate* ranging from 3& to 150 par cent.
fet manufacture* were then »n their in/anew. But (i
et US revert to table F, and we there find the grimingeffect of high dutiee, contraMed with the proatertvoeconaequencea resulting from tow dutiee. In
816, the Jim centime protective tariff bill was paaad;and in 1890, with population of 9,638,0IW,
>ur export* fell down to 969,691,669. In 1830,
nth a population of 19^66,000, our exports were

mlr 973,840.506. So much for the depressing
ff«rt of the high dutira during 1630 and 1630.
luring that period our exporta retrograded, while
>ur population increased. But we will examine the
text period, under the compromise, and we find
hat with a population of 17,069,453 our exporta
apidly rose up to 9133,665,946 From thi* flatter*
rrg stale of things we turn agatnio a period of high
lutles; and in 1645, with a popura ion of 19,500,000
ittr exporta have again tumbled down to $114,646,106.These are stubborn facta, and ahould be intructire.These table.a are worth thinking over,

n them we find additional facta upon which to
ound arguments against this miserable quackery of
(tempting to control the industry and enterprise of
he country by Congressional laws. We find, userthe restrictive system, that as you raise the duies,you cut down our exports, ana they no longer,
.8 in the periods of low duties, go on increasing at

rapid ratio in proportion as our population inreases.While on thia branch of the subject, it is
lertinent also to show to what extent high duties
mpair the price of our exports. But in doing this,
shall have recourse to facts as a basis for my argument.for we cannot, in financial affairs, nor inleedin other business matters, rely upon theories
nd abstract arguments. Fortunately, we can teat
he eouhdnesa of our principles by reliable facta, and
rom them, he who runs may learn lessons of wialom.I have stated that high duties impair the
irice of our exports; and in corroboration of that
ipinion, 1 adduce the following tables, prepared at
he treasury from official document*. In these telle*the year 1643 (when a change was made, as

leretofore stated, in our fiscal year) is not omitted,
lecausc the aim was not so much to show the quanityand value as the price during the periods inlicated.

Cotton.
itatement exhibiting the average annual quantity,
value anil price of cotton, exported at stated periods,
from 1821 to 1845, inclusive.

Year*. Pound.. Value.

Ixporte 1 under low
duties. fioin 19JI
to 1834 annua) j
overage 146,416,319 $31,646,366 14cts. 8 m.

ExportVI under high
duties, from 183.
to 1833.annual
Average 368,047.136 08.373,876 I lets. 1 m.

'.xnortM under low
dutkes, from 1838
to 1843.annual I
average 483,305,703 57,371,574 llcts. 8 m.

SxportM under high
duties, from 1813
to 1845.annual
average 776,078,850 51,640,983 6 cts. 6 m

This table, setting forth the average annual ex-
ion vamp, ami prire conon ror me permus inuicaedfrom 1821 to 1845, proves the singular exact-
ie»s with which this greatest of agricultural maples
i»ti or falls, a* the duties upon import* go up or
town. The present very low prices should induce
he planter to inquire into the causes that produce eueh
njurioue result*. It ennnot be sscrihed to over prnluction,for that has been progressing since 1821;
ind by casting the eye over the table, it will be
plainly seen, that though the quantity regularly in-
:reased, yet, at the tttnflT policy vibrated from Aigh
:o low duties, the price of cotton also vibrated, in ex-
ict unison, from high to low. Look at the increased
oippliet of cotton from 1823 to 1832, and note the
rall in prices during that time, and then look at the
ncreased supplies from 1832 to 1842, and mark the
'i.'e in prices in the latter period. But as soon as

Congress passed the A gh tariff bill of 1842, behold
how the price of cotton has fallen. From 1823 to
1832 there was an increase in the cotton crop of at-
most 73 per cent., and the price fell from 14 cent*
per pound, which it maintained during the four pre
reding years, down to 11 cent* per pound. But
Prom 1833 to 1812 there ws* a similar increase of;
ibotit 73 per cent, in the crop, but the price rove,

nevertheless, a few mill* per pound. From 1813 lo

1845 there waa atill about the ««me increase of 75
,

l>er eent. in the crop, hut the price again fell to 8
rente per pound. Certainly in bnlh instance*, under
Mgh duties, the cotton crop, as there wee about the
regular rate of increase maintained, should, under
all the boasted advantages of the home market at
least have sold iu high as it did under the descending
duties (Warn 18S3 to 1849
We will now examine a simular tabular statementaa regards the tobacco exported at different periods-

Toaacco.
.Statement exhibiting the aperage annual fuan/tty, value.

u, I
II
m
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and price qf tobacco, reported oi rioted poriodo, from
Mill to 1845, tnciunve.

Veiri Kofihoodi Value A«*«f(e |rrice ^

Kkpoitod under t,m\dutt*«. from IMl!
to I6S4--annual
average . «|,7M $»,7M,MMI $70 00

Eanorted u u<l«rkigk
Mm, from lata
to IM -annual

M.SM >1M.tK to M
Exported undei /..«

duller, from In]
to IMS .toll
rerana IM.M] n.Oto.fto 7* 00

Eapoitadundat
duller. from IMS
to ISM annual _

In taming to the table explanatory of the tobacco
trade, we And a moat extraordinary coincidence in _

all the facta juat explained in relation to the effect of eIhigh and low dulira upon the inrrcaerd erporU and M
prut of ootton, and that the identical results attend ^the tohacoo trade.
Tha annual average ralue per hogahead of tobae- uOO axported from 1821 to lw24 was |70; from 1825 Mto liid it /til to f65 per hogshead; from 1833 to ^1842 it again rase up to |79 per hogshead; from 1843 I ,,r

to 184ft it again fill down to fftO 70 per hogshead c,8ome may auppoae that the quality or the crop may ^explain this, but in preparing the tablea many years lf
are embraced in each period, so aa to include the or
r xiaience of high ami low tariffs, and it la fair to in- 0ffer that casualties would aa frequently affect the eati- tj,
mates on one aide as on the other The average nnumber of hogsheads exported, and the average w|
price during the aeveral periods, per hogshead, all nustand out boldly <n the tablea, in rondemnation of reithe oppression indicted upon the tobacco planter by _rhigh duties

ur1 will conclude this view of the subject by invi- miting attention to one other statistical e'atement rela- jM
live to the flour trade, which i* equally intereabng y.
as those already noticed, and fully aa instructive to tj,;ihe farmers. It wtll be found, on examining the fol- (lulowing table relating to flour, that notwithstanding
the boasted demand of a home market for bread- nustuffs, which the advocate* of protection alleged
would be created during the operation of high au- w,ties, yet, strange to aay, during their existence we ^
expotied annually on an average a greater number of mi
barrels of flour, and at reduced prices, than we did a|jduring the period of Una duties. u|

Floub. Co

Statement exhibiting the average annual quantity, vol- an

ur, and prut offlour ei ported at stated periods, from
1821 to 1845, isutuiiva.

Average c"

Yaars. Barrels. Value. price per en
barrel. re/

. COtsparted under lew i

duties, from 1631
to 1834 saousl cet
svsrugc - #06,370 $0,090,716 »5 53 3u

Ks ported under tew (J,jduties, from IMA
to ISM.annual
srsrugs 1,017,163 5,447,413 6 JO bit

Exported under low an
duties, from 1869

W(to 1643.annuel
average 816.387 6,680,553 6 01

CxportM under AisA thl
duties, front 1849 of
to 1845.annus) rre
average 1,158.434 4,907,051 4 58^ __J *"
It ta hera shown that our exports of flour aver- ^tged per annum, from 1821 to 1824, inclusive,

1(19,370 barrels, at an average price per barrel du- jj,,
ing that period of f5 53. But from 1825 to 1832,
nelusive, our exports of flour averaged per annum
1,017,162 barrels, at an average price per barrel jg,.luring that pariod of f5 38. Here it ia seen that, ^n the latter period, under the high tariff policy, ]
ve shipped mors flour, and at lam pricea, than in julhe first. But I will hasten on to the next case in cr(>oiat. From 1833 to 1848 we exported an annual r(
iverage of 946,287 barrels of flour, at an average
trice par uarrei 01 50 ui ior me enure perioa. But ~

hough we exported from 1825 to 1832 on en ever- '
ure per annum 1,017,162 barrel* of flour, and from '
833 to 1842 only on an nvrrage per annum of 946,- 1

!87 barrels, yet, strange as it may erem, our ex c
>orts of flour, in tlie taller prriod brought annually
nto the country $222,141 more money than in the
ormer, when we exported an much larger quantity,
Jo, under a reducing scale of duties, the farmers revivedbetter prices for their flour, both at home and
ibroad. But from 1843 to 1845 we exported on an

iverage annum 1,158,426 barrels of flour, at an

iverage annual price per barrel of only $4 58.
rhus, notwithstanding the great increase in the
iverage quantity per annum from 1843 to 1845, inlusive,over the former period from 1833 to 1842, yy
ret the flour exported in the latter, during low du- an(
tea, brought annually into the country $382,501 on
nore money than the larger quantity exported since jahe passage of the present tariff law. The lablea
trove, that under the hi^h tariff" we exported a
nuch larger quantity of flour, and at greatly reduced qu,tricet per barrel, than we did token the duliet were re- 1..1

lucid.
The effort of the manufacturers to force a home re|narket ia here proven not only to be a failure, but aj|he mode in which they propose ta accomplish it j0

s wrong in principle; and the arguments adduced cjt
o support it are not only proven by experience to jn
re fallacious, but to persist in urging them now is m(-idiculous.
Thus we find that the home market doea not entancethe price of our agricultural staples; but we

ire forcibly taught the fact, that as you restrict commerceyou impair the. value of our exports; and, on
he other hand, that as you liberate commerce from
hese restrictions, you thereby give an impulse to .

:rade, and so augment their value. When by the
rperation ofyour restrictive policy, the agriculturists
get low prices for their produce, you diminish their
tbihty to purchase or to give employment to others,
ind thus, by bringing about low prices for agricul
ural staples, you create hard times in the planting
ind farming States, and you thus force them to con- <g|
turns leas and export more in quantity, but also to .
get leas in price. So, too, hard times thus brought
tbout equally curtail the ability of all others to con- im
ume our staples as well as your manufacturer; and goihfl Rviitfm which it was aniil wnnlf! ahmnlnfp anil
ustain o good home market for our agricultural W
productions not only fail* to accomplish that result, 18
out ends by inducing prostration in the agricultural (|u
States, and that affect* the general ability of the we
country to consume goods. Thus this grasping eu- pepitliiy of associated wealth, in aiming, by legislative an
levices and sophistical arguments, to control the an
labor of the country, and reap all the profits by Tl
monopolizing the home market, is apt in a few on

years to defeat itself, heesuse it destroys the sbility in
of the American consumer > to purchase. avi
This failure of continuing to receive rich contri- gn

buttons from the community, induces the manufac- fra
turers again, in some short time, to call on Congress du
for yet higher protection. Therefore, the more we tht
grant, the more they demand; and for the simple ov

reason that the principle is radically wrong and fici
pernicioua in its tendency. But there was never tal
s greater misnomer applied to any system than to th<
call the advocates of high duties the perulisr friends leg
of the labor of the country. The ratchwords of
"protecting free American labor against the nan- tht
per labor of Europe," is a favorite term with those lar
who advocate restrictive duties, and might have ntr
some foundation in truth were the manufacturing run

establishments, the capital invested, and the profits ext
saai.liiitir rnimllv divided nil f fimoncff fh#» Tnl

poor operative*; or if the Inw required th.-it a/i the by
profit* orer six per cent, should lie equally divided alii
between the AanJi employed. Wore thia the caae bet
in fact, then theae gentlemen might prate of pro- Un
lading American lalior. But the facta are exactly du'
ihe opposite: the gentlemen of capital own the fac- am
loriea, and the* enjoy the profit*. Therefore, their ja
lyetem ia for the brnrfit ef rmpitml, and net labor. Th
But do not the mechanica, the commercial men, hei

the aailora, and the agriculturist*, pre-eminently of
cnnatitute the "free American labor?" Are not ret!
theae great, hnneat, industrious, and enterprising agi
slaaeea to he computed Or thought of when you trii
apeak of "free American labor?" When their pur- fot
uit* are unprofitable, do they Call on Congress to
lagi*l«Ae them into high prices, and to force the com- em

munity to deal with them an I nontribute to their rei
prosperity? Yet theae are the claaaea ta be taxed thi
for the benefit of American mtttimlid wraith, em- wi
ploysd in manufacturing lie

Ait it may be argued that the tablea laat referred go
to, relating to cotton, tobacco, and flour, are arbi- set

trarily arranged, and that the duties were not high In:
or low at the several period* that marked. If they lui
are erroneous, it is because your record* are an; but ail
if true, they refute every argument urged by ihoee te<
who are for placing heavy restriction* on commerce,

nth the real deetgn, in ftrt and in iruih, of »wrl|igthe pro/flj uuU« by the wenbhy tu/rde/uij
*«! in manufecturutf. and nul, aa ihcy pretend,

rilh I lie Sole view of fostering Ainrin.nl lab >r
tonne will i)ueoia>n llial the in,ill tu iikmo-1
nil reduced at the tiuie ami during tin- fierioda initialed.But aa the uioal ayifring period -that beaeen1833 and 1843.ia the one no,at likely to bo
ailed, I will prove that the dutira, duiiof ih«i en

re period, were anuoelly greatly reduced; but to
ccotnplieh tbte, 1 ahall rely ujhwi raUiuatea and talesinade out at the Treasury Department, and
tarefore rail attention to the following;
I "aliment takea frvut lakit* prepared at Ik* 7Yr#juryDepar latent, sAuuUHf whitl amount of dultel kuv*
4«" reantied fry lk» lewrat octj peered in 1830, 1833,and 1833, Kurd /ying tiu act qj 1838. These acts,passed rincc lttU8, diminished ihe rate vj duties, and
iner aasad tie lu< fr. .UcU».

ar endiug SIM at Da- UatU* ukeo off feymenu Intocamber under m. »,u the trsesariut lean, ie»r,
and ins

ISM fries.474 aw frll.4M.Ml 4aISSI l,7sie.74» SI S4.IU4.44t 77ion 7 sim.ms ss « mou; 44
1 ass lw Tes Mieos tw nss sea st

ISM 14.444 KM 17 14.114.447 14
IMS 17,041.441 44 14.SN|.lie f
ISM 44.404. ISS SI 44.404 W40 US

14*7 SO.Ml.443 47 11.144.110 41
less si.4tT.arj su 11.'mi doom

I4SSWIWKUM4/ IS.117 414 Ml
1440 ie.40W.4l:l IS is 444.401 17
1441 41.044.040 frl It,447,114 74

Aggregate amount of duties taken off in twelve
are, $333,001,341 30.
Ihl« statement shows the operation of the coinomitrMi, and lha flight changes ade in lha revlualaw* jaat before il passed The casual obrreror negligent politician declares at one moment

at under the operation of the compromise bill
ere was no prompt reduction nf dunes; or elae he
has the other altemaiire, and inaists that the bill
greatly reduced Ibe rates, that it thereby defeated

e collection of an adequate revenue. The latter
carina this new of its effect to prove that IK) per
at. duties would not bring a sufficient income for
e expenses of government, while the former asrtsthere was little or no reduction till after 1836
1838, and then the reduction* were ruuiou*. Both
these views are erroneous; No one will contend
tt a total repeal of many duties is not n reduction,
lien Ilia immense amvunt by which the free list
la increaood wet clearly made by adding the vast
imbar of articles upon which the duty had been
muted. Beside*, the aodden diminution of the agcgateamount of revenue received into the tteaay,and the great increase m the importations, deinstralethatthe duty must have heen greatly retedtoon after the passage of the compromise bill,
ion no other stateof facts can any one explain why
l amount of revenue paid into the treasury anally,from 1633 to 1838. should fall greatly under
Hat was annnaUy paid into the treasury the same
itnber of years fust preceding; when, after 1833,
s imports were greatly increased above what they
are for an equal number of yrars immediatelyfore that lime. Nor is the other position any
ire tenable, for the free hat increased, and the taxisbase of importations was to that extent diminledOf course, if you impose a doty of ill per
nt. upon only 68,128,152.which was was the
lount of imports paying duly in 1834, while
a imports that year free of duty amounted

the enormous sum of $68,393,180.you
D not collect ae murh revenue as you were

llecting when the taxable bate of the importations
ibrsced mnMenlAi of the imports under an svedutyof thirty-four per cent But this mode of
ndemning a fair income from a revenue tariff of
* rates or duty it absurd. We propose to lay a
remie duty on nins-ltitffo of the imported goods,
ppose we place the imports at one hundred and
rty or one hundred and forty millions per annum,
d apply the rates of duty as are proposed in the
under discussion to «och an import trade can

y candid man question but that the government
>uld receive ample revenue?
It wee the ^reat incrrent in theJWc list that caused
i compromise bill to bring in to small an emount
revenue. Strange ae it may seem, it appear*
ion Die. No. 2 or the first session id' ihe27th Con;»s,that the average emount of goods imimried
r of duty for eeven year#, from 1834 to 1840, wus,
r annum, $71,728,312; while, by the same docuitit,it ia shown, that for the same length of time.
it is, from 1S34 to 1840.the average annual
ount ot imports paying duty was only $69,748,-
r. So we were deriving; what revenue wai coltfedduring that time, from Itsi than one-half of our

ffl propoee to ahow that the great reduction of .

ty under the comprom lee bill waa not confined to
idea of luxury, and that the taxes wer" reduced
ally upon many of the leading necc*ann<<* of life

itatomrntfromtables prepared at Hit Treasury' 1)\
rmrtmrnt, showing the amount of duties remitted on
he ten following articles, from 1834 to 1838, indurwe:
in woollens #6.711,076
Wonted stuffs .... 7.360,636 63

Bilk*..... 16,gj»,000 HI
Linen - - - 7,618.319 69
Tea. from Chine.... 'i6.Hen.471 09
Brown sugar .... 6,089,076 .6

Coffee..... 9i.H7|,|(|H o>
Bar iron, rolled - 3,093,001 46
Bar iron, manufactured or otherwiie 891.384 08

Bait...... 3,404,693 67

Amount reduced on ten articlea #94.901 719 34

rhia ia an interesting statement to the consumers,
e find that, during the administrations of Jackson
i Van Buren, $94,204,719 34 of tax was remitted
ten leading articlea. That from 1830 to 1841, it
hown by the next preceding table, that an aggre:eamount of $233,062,541 90 of taxes were retted.Yet in the face of such facts, some gravely
eation the Balutary influences of the compromise
I. As a natural and certain result of these greet
luctions of duties, commerce revived, and by its
lOscitaiing influences infused life and prosperity
over the country. Lest there may be some

ubt still upon the point i have just argued, I will
e one other evidence from the official documents
another table prepared at the Treasury Departmt:
inusi averare value of imports during periods from
1825 to 1833, from 1834 to 1842, andfrom 1843 to
1B4S; also, average annual value or imports jree oj
July; and average annual rale per cent, oj duty on

sggregale value of imports at each period:
Kstfaiated average
rale per cent, of

Yearn. Import*. Free of duty duty oil aggregate
amount ofimport*.

1 to 1883 VS),068,M0 II4.MO.033 31 U3 |ier Cent.
< to 1842 131 3-12 Ml 03,110,331 16.30 per cent.
I to IH1.1 112 044,70!) 28,487.380 20 68 per cent.

In thia statement, we have the annual average
porta for atated periods; alao the same of the
oda imported free of duly, and the same of rnte
r cent, upon the aggregate value of imports,
e find by examining thia statement, that from
25 to 1833. the estimated average annual rate of
ty, percent., on the aggregate amount of impoita
ts 34 per cent, and a fraction; in the second
tiod, from 1834 to 1842, the ratimateil average
nual rate of duty per rent, on the aggregate
lount of imports waa 16 per cent and a fraction.
iia was certainly a great reduction, lieing uutl. r
e-half of wh:it n was in the first period. Well,
the third period, from 1844 to 18ts, the estimated
erage annual rate of duty, per rent , on the nggretdamount of importa was 2G per cent, and a
ction. Here we find a'tfce.lded increase in the
ty, as compared with the precejing jieriotl under ]
; operation of the compromise bill.an increase
rr SO per cent. Thus, these statements, from ofidsources, all sustain the positions taken in the
ilea relating to tjnttnn, tobaeco, and flour. So,
trefore, my data living correct, my triferencea are

The great commercial and financial movements of
age are based upon the introduction of more engedand liberal principles, in lieu of ancient reictivesystems. Even the Chinese ore becoming;

>re inclined to participate in the great c. >intn>rnal
.hnngas which, by adding to the comfort, riviliion,and wealth of nations, band them together (
the strongest ties of mutual good will and friendp.The Z >»-Vereirt treaty, which waa proposed
ween thia country and the German Customs
lion, was predicated upon a rtciprorni reduction of
lies. The repeal of the British corn laws,
1 a general relaxation of her impost system,
another etep taken in hehalf of free trade,
le recent anxiety manifested by persons both
re and in Great Britain to reduce the rain

postage, npon the ground that a reasonable
luctioN would increase the revenue from poatb«,is an additional complinaenl paid in ihe docneaof tree trade. Hit.- area few «f 'he great ef

talieing made to disembarrass Ihi# enlightened
t from the antiquated ahscktea imposed upon the
ergiea of manhlnd during the dark ngra. Alnlywe have both fhnta and arguments to auatain
t policy of free trade, and to show that there ia a

ee and just rale at which revenue duties should
imnoeed, that will be moet auspicious for all the
tat interest* of the country, and at the same time
cure ample rereone for the government. Asilitrativeofthis point, end as I have just been aidingto the policy being carried out in Great Brittl,permit me to invite the attention of the commilito the following extract front a speech of Mr,
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